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ABSTRACT 
 
As school partnerships with community organizations move from a stop-gap 
measure to the primary vehicle for delivering arts education to many of the United States’ 
students, it is necessary to establish standards to guide the growth of this new sector. This 
study explores common success factors including: sustained involvement, correlation 
with curriculum standards, collaboration with teachers and school administrators, and 
regular evaluation systems, that have been shown to be present in successful 
supplemental arts education programs delivered by outside partner arts organizations. 
Many benefits have been attributed to arts education, but in order to achieve positive 
outcomes, a majority of these success factors must be present. These factors serve as the 
foundation for developing a rubric to measure the quality of supplemental arts programs. 
This rubric then becomes the basis for a case study analyzing the effectiveness of 
Pennsylvania Ballet’s Delphi Project and exploring how these success factors develop. 
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 INTRODUCTION  
 
The education system in America has been under sharp focus in recent years as 
our nation has fallen behind internationally in achievement. This crisis has led to a 
national focus on closing the gap between educational achievement in America and other 
industrialized nations. Simultaneously, the United States is slowly recovering from one of 
the deepest financial recessions in our country’s history, resulting in drastic cuts to 
educational spending at a federal and state level just when our school systems have the 
greatest need for funding.  
There has been a body of research that has established many secondary benefits 
for students associated with a well-rounded education that includes the arts (Catterall 
1999: Heath 1998: LaFee 2008: DeMoss 2002).  Students who have access to arts 
education have been shown to: have higher attendance, higher grades, be more likely to 
volunteer, and have demonstrated a significantly lower drop-out rate than the national 
average (President’s Committee on the Arts 2011). However, these effects are dependent 
on a number of factors that are not present in all supplemental arts programs, particularly 
sustained active involvement with the arts.  
Funding cuts have caused many schools to cut traditional art programs, especially 
those led by art specialist classroom teachers as part of the regular curriculum (Wolf 
2007: Stankiewicz 2001). The arts and culture sector has stepped into the resulting gap by 
providing supplemental arts education programs to public schools (Colley 2008). This 
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has become an even more common occurrence recently as schools struggle to provide 
their students with in-school arts instruction due to these budget cuts as well as 
instructional time constraints brought on by the high stakes testing culture of No Child 
Left Behind (Woodworth 2007: Ashford 2004: McMurrer 2008). Concurrently, arts 
institutions have found that the programs meet their needs of growing young audiences 
and increasing individual donations, and are motivated to increase programming to 
schools as an effective strategy in reaching these goals (Rabkin 2011).  
These programs are often welcomed where there is no other alternative, but they 
can suffer from not having the oversight that enforces quality standards in other 
educational programs (Manzo 2008). Additionally, there has been little communication 
between partners and educational policy makers to establish what defines a quality 
program and what universal factors contribute to success (Stankiewicz 2001: Manzo 
2008). These issues have created an environment where willing partner arts organizations 
and welcoming schools simply don’t have the tools to ensure that students at all schools 
are being given equal access to high-quality arts education opportunities.  
The CAPE program in Chicago and Dallas’ Big Thought have conducted 
thorough studies of specific success factors for supplemental arts programming provided 
by community partners that integrate the arts into academic core subjects but many of 
their main tenets of success are applicable to purely instructional arts programs as well. 
The analysis of these programs and other research concur that in order to achieve success, 
programs should be: sustained over time, correlate with academic lesson plans and state 
curriculum standards, be designed in collaboration with teachers and school 
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administrators, and have a system for regular evaluation (Bransom 2010: Nelson 2008: 
Baker 2009: Art Education Partnership 2003). The presence of these factors indicates that 
supplemental programs will be able to achieve the secondary results that have been 
associated with consistent, sequential school-based instruction by art specialists.  
As school partnerships with community organizations move from being a stop-
gap measure to being the primary vehicle for delivering arts education to many of the 
United States’ students, it is necessary to establish standards that will guide the growth of 
this new sector. To that end, I have chosen to embark on an in-depth exploration of the 
current practices in order to gain a deeper understanding of how these programs can 
strategically move toward the future of arts education. I believe that many of these 
partnership programs may not be able to deliver on the promise of arts education because 
their program designs do not encompass the established key factors for success. The 
purpose of this study is to discover what common factors are present in successful 
school-based arts education programs provided by community arts partners in order to 
create a universal model for meaningful, high quality supplemental arts programs that 
will aid in establishing a sector-wide standard.  
METHODOLOGY 
 
This study explores a literature review of quantitative and qualitative research 
findings on supplemental arts programs based in schools with a focus on case studies and 
longitudinal data driven studies. I then analyzed the results from this research and 
identified common success factors that were consistently present in programs 
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demonstrating the desired outcomes associated with arts education. Then, based on these 
factors, I designed a rubric for measuring a program’s potential for success. This rubric is 
a simple, concise tool to determine the presence of these proven success factors in any 
given program. It provides a way to analyze and quantify a program’s potential for 
success at each stage as well as establishes a simple standard for supplementary arts 
programs from a variety of partners.  
The primary research is composed of a case study of the Pennsylvania Ballet’s 
Delphi Project. This long-standing program has been offering after-school arts classes, 
mainly dance, for fifteen years at inner-city middle schools in Philadelphia. This program 
is a classic example of a partnership between a community arts organization and public 
schools. To develop this case study I interviewed Mr. Phil Juska, the director of 
education at PA Ballet, in order to gain a full understanding of the program. Additionally, 
I reviewed related documents that I received from Mr. Juska detailing the planning and 
implementation of the Delphi Project, the desired outcomes and accompanying strategies, 
and evaluations that Mr. Juska distributes to program partners. I looked into the strategic 
decisions and structuring of the program from the education director’s perspective and do 
not explore the ballet’s other educational programs in-depth as they do not correlate 
programmatically with the type of model I am examining. 
I then use the rubric that I designed, based on my research of common success 
factors in supplemental arts programs, to analyze the structure and outcomes of the 
Delphi Project. This rubric is intended to assess factors whose presence is clear in the 
planning and administration of a program and therefore I explored the specifics of the 
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program design from the administration’s viewpoint and did not collect data from the 
program’s participants. Using the rubric as the basis for my analysis of the Delphi Project 
will not only serve to assess the effectiveness of this particular program but also will 
demonstrate the procedure and the efficacy of using the rubric to analyze other 
supplemental programs.  
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
ARTS BENEFIT ALL STUDENTS 
 
The benefit of involvement in the arts on students’ overall academic achievement has 
been demonstrated in numerous studies. A definitive source on the subject, containing 
various studies on the results of arts learning, is the Champions of Change report released 
in 1999. This report included a study by James Catterall that analyzed a sample of 25,000 
American students from the national longitudinal data set NELS: 88 that delivered 
quantifiable evidence of the differences in academic achievements between students with 
high-arts participation and those with low-arts participation. The students with high-arts 
participation had higher grades, higher scores on standardized tests and were less likely to 
drop out than their peers. They also demonstrated better attitudes about school, watched 
less television in their free time, and were more likely to be involved in community 
service. A continuation of the study found that students who were heavily involved in a 
single artistic subject also demonstrated superior academic standing when compared to 
their less involved peers. Students who participated in extensive study of music were 
shown to far exceed their peers in mathematical testing in addition to the other positive 
outcomes associated with high-arts involvement (Catterall 1999). There have been 
numerous other studies that support Catterall’s findings. Another report found that not 
only do SAT scores, both math and verbal, improve when a student takes art classes but 
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generally they increase proportionately, meaning that the more arts classes a student takes 
the higher their SAT scores (Ruppert 2006).  
In addition to raising test scores, the arts are integral in developing “habits of 
mind” for students that bolster creative thinking as well as helping to teach them how to 
learn. These skills have been found to be transferable to how they approach academic 
subjects lending an explanation to student gains in skills that may not be directly related 
to the art form they are studying (Deasy 2002: Heath 1999). In her ten-year study of 
afterschool programs, Shirley Brice Heath found that students involved with arts based 
programs were: “3 times more likely to win an award for attendance, twice as likely to 
win an award for academic achievement, and four times more likely to participate in a 
math or science fair,” than those not involved in afterschool programs or in non-arts 
based programs (Heath 1998, 12).  There are unique aspects integral to arts learning that 
many reports believe to be beneficial to developing students both academically and 
socially. The arts allow students to take risks in a safe environment and learn about how 
to overcome a failure (Bransom 2010: Heath 1999: Seidel 2009). Creating something or 
developing an arts practice shows students that investing time and effort in something 
improves the outcome as well as increases their skill-level. Many studies have found 
evidence that students with high-arts participation also exhibit stronger creative thinking 
and problem solving skills than their peers with low-arts participation (Heath 1998: 
Catterall 1999). These types of soft skills can be more difficult to demonstrate than those 
that are evaluated by standardized testing but, as has been shown, their role is equally 
important in the overall education of students (Seidel 2009).  
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ARTS IMPACT ON LOW-INCOME STUDENTS 
 
Many studies focus on the impact of arts involvement on students from low-income 
backgrounds. The reported positive effects of involvement in the arts are especially 
pronounced in students who live in poverty (Catterall 2012) and in students who are non-
native speakers (President’s Committee on the Arts 2011), groups that have been 
disproportionately affected by cuts in the educational system. These economic differences 
often concur with a disparity in student achievement (Catterall 2012).  
It has been shown that the arts can play a significant role in narrowing the 
achievement gap between students from low-socioeconomic backgrounds and those from 
high-socioeconomic backgrounds. In 2012, the NEA released the research report, The Arts 
and Achievement in At-Risk Youth: Findings from Four Longitudinal Studies. This report 
analyzed four separate longitudinal studies conducted by the U.S. Department of Education 
for the differences in academic achievement between low-income youth with high-arts 
participation and those with low-arts participation. This study found that low-SES students 
with low-arts participation were five times as likely to drop out of high school. Students 
with high-arts participation both in eighth and twelfth grade had higher GPAs, were more 
likely to aspire to attend college and 32 percent went on to attend a four year college, 
compared to only 19 percent of their peers with low-arts participation. Overall, they found 
that students with low-socioeconomic status and high-arts participation were able to come 
close to or in some cases exceed the general population’s academic achievements (Catterall 
2012).  
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Arts involvement also contributes to higher-level thinking skills, social skills and 
a motivation to learn (Heath 1999). These benefits have shown to be especially 
pronounced in populations that are at-risk for dropping out or have increased barriers 
between themselves and educational achievement (Catterall 2012: Heath 1998). Heath’s 
subjects from her study on afterschool programs demonstrated higher levels of 
achievement in school than the national standard in spite of attending schools where the 
potential for violence was more than twice as high as the national average. They were 
also more than five times as likely to live with a family involved in the welfare system in 
the previous two years (Heath 1998). Students from low-income families, in juvenile 
homes and with special needs have all shown improvements when given the opportunity 
to work with an art form (Catterall 2012).  In short, the arts have been proven to draw in 
students from groups that statistically have been disenfranchised from traditional learning 
environments (Deasy 2002). These demonstrated benefits have inspired efforts to provide 
arts learning experiences for all students, often in the form of supplementary programs 
from outside arts organizations, however these benefits are regularly cited for arts 
programs that may not have the success factors present to achieve these results. It is 
important to identify standards for supplemental arts programs that predict their ability to 
achieve these celebrated outcomes.  
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ACCESS TO THE ARTS  
 
Study after study has shown the role that the arts can play in rectifying 
educational inequalities across socioeconomic lines, but unfortunately, they have also 
shown that access to arts education is another inequality that is increasingly present in our 
schools. A 2006 survey of arts access that sampled 1,800 California public schools found 
that only 10% of elementary students received the state mandated instruction in music, 
visual art, dance and theater. Only a little over half receive instruction in any arts 
discipline. Only 7% of high-poverty schools offered any arts instruction compared to 
22% of low-poverty schools (Woodworth 2007). In Washington State, elementary 
student’s access to the arts varies by geographical region with urban schools offering the 
lowest number of instructional hours compared to rural and suburban districts (Baker 
2009). In Dallas, it was found that students who lived in lower-income neighborhoods 
had access to fewer school-based and extracurricular arts programs, and the ones that 
they did have access to were of lower quality than those based in higher income areas 
(Bransom 2010).  
Nationally, the average percentage of dropouts from low-income families from 
1972 to 2007 was 12.3 percent while the average for high-income students over the same 
time period was just 1.9 percent (Chapman 2010). However, using the data sets from The 
Arts and Achievement in At-Risk Youth only four percent of low-SES, high-arts students 
failed to graduate while 22 percent of low-arts, low-SES students did not complete high 
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school (Catterall 2012). These are the schools that are challenged to keep their students in 
school, struggle with absenteeism, and have more non-native speakers who would benefit 
from arts instruction’s ability to combat these particular issues. These schools may want 
to provide arts instruction to their students but their resources are drawn to other 
priorities. If these students receive any arts instruction it is often provided by an outside 
partner organization, which is why it is particularly important to establish a set of 
standards for successful supplemental programs to ensure that the limited arts experience 
that these students receive is actually capable of improving their education.  
NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND AND DECREASED INSTRUCTIONAL TIME  
 
The arts are increasingly being recognized as an important factor in quality 
education. The American people rate arts education as a 10 on a 1-10 scale of importance 
and yet there is a disconnect between the belief in the positive effects of art education and 
the fact that it is being provided less and less in schools (Ruppert 2006). There are 
standards based curriculum requirements to teach music, visual art, dance and theater in 
many states and in fact, No Child Left Behind (NCLB), the defining national education 
legislation of the past decade, lists the arts in the core curriculum alongside math, science 
and reading comprehension (Ruppert 2006) but there is little oversight to assure that all 
schools are including the arts when they plan their course offerings. Low-income schools 
are often affected more so by this disparity frequently being the first to lose arts 
programming to budget cuts and shifting priorities. The instructional time that is offered 
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by school-based instructors has steadily decreased over time (McMurrer 2008). There are 
many factors that have influenced this shift such as lack of teachers, sharing a teacher 
across several schools so that their time at each is limited (Stankiewicz 2001) or 
sacrificing instructional time in the arts in favor of increasing instructional time in 
subjects that are tested for NCLB requirements (Ashford 2004: Baker 2009). NCLB was 
one of the first pieces of legislation to include arts instruction alongside academic 
curriculum, lending credence to those who have advocated for the arts as an essential part 
of a whole education but it is also one of the most cited contributors to the current 
diminishing presence of arts instruction in public education (Ruppert 2006).  
The central issue with No Child Left Behind is that it tied the funding that schools 
receive to their scores for standardized testing in reading and math. This has grown a 
culture of high stakes testing in public schools where all learning has come to be centered 
around achieving results on these tests (Ashford 2004). The unintended consequence has 
been schools forgoing instructional time in other subjects, including foreign languages, 
social studies, history and the arts, in order to prepare their students for testing in reading 
and math, for fear of losing funding (Ashford 2004: Baker 2009). Teachers in California 
cited that the second highest reason, after lack of funding, for cuts in arts curriculum is 
diverting instructional time to prepare for tests in reading and math (Woodworth 2007). 
In the same survey, 68% of principals from all schools cited a narrowed focus on test 
subjects to the detriment of other subjects (Woodworth 2007). This has shifted public 
education away from a holistic approach that includes the arts despite the demonstrated 
benefit to testing scores in reading and math that has been shown to result from 
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participation in arts classes (Ashford 2004: Catterall 1999: Ruppert 2006). Programs that 
are run internally and by outside partners, both during the school day and afterschool, 
must give deference to testing days, weeks and even months when planning their 
programming. They no longer need to make an argument just for funding their programs 
and disciplines but they must also advocate to receive precious instructional time 
(Ashford 2004) by demonstrating that they have the necessary success factors to achieve 
the desired results of arts programming.  
NEW METHODS IN ARTS EDUCATION  
 
The previously discussed studies show the need for access to arts education for all 
students but also that in many cases this is not being achieved through the traditional 
means of an arts specialist classroom teacher based in the school. The arts education 
landscape now includes participants from all corners of the community (Seidel 2009). 
One popular strategy is arts integration, training classroom teachers to incorporate the 
arts into their lesson plans. The teacher can use playwriting to invoke the feeling of a 
certain place in history, visual art to transport their students to another country, dance and 
music to teach basic math skills. This method is able to bring arts to students within the 
already established structure of their school day. It may require some outside training for 
the classroom teacher but does not require an additional salary to be paid to an arts 
specialist, which is a positive for a school with a limited budget. It also addresses the 
instructional time challenge since this method is simply shifting how already allocated 
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time is being purposed. However, this can be a challenge for classroom teachers with no 
arts background and even with supplementary training many of them may not feel 
comfortable giving instruction in the arts (Stankiewicz 2001: Tunks 1997). Additionally, 
detractors of this method also believe that students should be given access to instruction 
in an actual art form in order to achieve the associated benefits (Aprill 2010). This 
method may help a student gain deeper understanding of an academic subject but tends to 
have students learning through arts rather than learning in the arts (Colley 2008). This 
type of instruction most likely will not achieve the same habits of mind that can be 
attributed to a student developing their own personal arts practice (Heath 1998).  
Another common solution to the funding problem (not the decreased instructional 
time issue) is teaching artists. These are artists by trade who may or may not receive 
training in teaching and go into schools to teach their craft to students. They may 
incorporate academics that the students are studying in other classes or facilitate training 
in the art form of their expertise. They may also provide training to classroom teachers in 
an effort to enable them to incorporate the arts into their lesson plans on their own.  
Those who support teaching artists believe that it is beneficial for students to learn 
an art form from an expert in the field. This allows them to see the end point of hard work 
and practice as well as the professional possibilities of a career in the arts. Also, the logic 
follows that someone who has devoted their life to learning an artform will bring insight 
and skills that a classroom teacher who has taken one class or a day long workshop in the 
form will not be able to provide. Those who do not support this model have seen that 
sometimes teaching artists lack the necessary teaching experience and skills to lead a 
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classroom (Burnaford 2007). There is sometimes a sentiment in the field that they are not 
as invested in the work of teaching as classroom teachers and that their presence hurts 
advocacy for arts specialists (Aprill 2010). Even those with teacher training in their art 
may be unprepared to educate and engage students who are at different levels and have 
little experience or skill in their discipline (Tunks 1997). The ideal teaching artist is one 
who embodies both parts of the title and has an interest and skill in teaching as well as a 
passion for their own artistic practice.  
There are afterschool programs taught by teaching artists, classroom teachers, or 
other community members that may center on a particular art form or incorporate some 
art instruction into more broad ranging activities. These are by nature less restricted than 
instruction offered during the school day since there is less pressure for these programs to 
adhere to curriculum standards and justify their use of instructional time (Seidel 2009). A 
well-run afterschool program can be very successful in meeting instructional time goals 
and empowering students to be actively involved in an arts practice. The casual 
environment gives the students more control over the direction of their work, can offer 
leadership opportunities, and allows students the time to concentrate on long-term 
projects and developing skills that may not be feasible in the multi-focused school day 
(Heath 1998). Students who work at learning an arts practice during an afterschool 
program build stronger, more positive relationships with their peers and program leaders 
than students involved in afterschool activities that don’t include the arts (Heath 1998: 
Birmingham 2005).  
16 
 
There are community arts non-profits that will often provide supplementary courses 
and enrichment opportunities to students in public schools. They may send instructors 
into the school as teaching artists, invite students to take a field trip to view their galleries 
or a performance, or bring a performance or master class to the school’s campus. These 
performance-based programs were originally designed to supplement regular school-
based instruction and do not meet many of the cited success factors but can be very 
beneficial in allowing students to put their own artistic work in context, letting them see 
the results of hard work and dedication to an art form, and helping to decrease the barrier 
to participating in the arts that exists for students who may never have been to a 
performance hall or museum (Rabkin 2011).  
Increasingly, these types of partnerships with outside, community organizations are 
becoming the primary arts instruction that students receive rather that the supplementary 
roles they were originally intended to fill (Colley 2008). Nonprofit arts organizations 
often include educating their communities into their mission in addition to their artistic 
goals and set aside financial resources as well as staff time to provide these services to 
schools. They are also motivated to introduce the younger generation to the art form since 
this has been shown as the main factor in growing future audiences (Rabkin 2011). In a 
typical partnership, a dance company may go into a school and offer a performance 
followed by a master class for an auditorium of students once a year. This achieves 
exposure to the art for those children but will not alone bring the associated benefits of 
dance instruction if the students are not participating in a regular practice. In an ideal 
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world, a student would be able to receive instruction from a dance teacher regularly 
during the school day and then be inspired by seeing a professional performance.  
There is much debate over what is the best method to incorporate the arts into 
education. Some advocate for pure arts instruction while there are many who are fervent 
about integrating academic subjects into arts classes or a classroom teacher using arts 
integration to further engage students is academic learning. Many still believe that 
dedicated classroom arts teachers are the superior method (Manzo 2008).  This study is 
not about determining what the superior method is but rather addressing the reality that 
schools are increasingly partnering with outside arts organizations to provide in-school 
and afterschool arts instruction for their students. As the research shows, this instruction 
has the potential to benefit students immensely but since it comes from so many different 
sources there is also great potential for disparity in the quality of instruction. Therefore, it 
is important to identify the common success factors that are present in supplementary 
programs with a proven ability to achieve the positive outcomes associated with arts 
instruction, in order to establish a standard for successful programs.  
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CHAPTER ONE: KEY FACTORS IN SUCCESS -- DEVELOPING THE RUBRIC 
I have set out to determine which factors are present in the majority of successful 
arts education programs by analyzing the multiple longitudinal studies on this subject in 
order to develop a rubric for predicting the success of a program based on these factors. 
In this case study, I utilize this rubric as a guideline for analyzing the Delphi Project, an 
arts education outreach program administered by Pennsylvania Ballet. This case study 
will also demonstrate the organic way that these factors emerge and are incorporated not 
only during the planning stages of a new program but also how they present themselves 
as a program evolves.  
The factors that I have included in the rubric are applicable to supplemental 
programs delivered by community partner organizations in all arts disciplines and using 
any method, from arts integration to direct study, in-school based, afterschool or 
community programs. These factors were found to be present in the programs serving 
students who demonstrated the positive outcomes typically associated with participation 
in arts education such as improved test scores, higher attendance, higher graduation rates 
and higher civic involvement among many others.  
Many studies emphasized arts integration as an important aspect of successful 
supplemental arts programming but I have not included it in this rubric in order to 
maintain its application to many types of programs. Based on the overall breadth of my 
research I do not believe that this is a determining success factor specifically in student 
outcomes as I have defined success for this study but rather a popular, and often 
successful method of delivering supplemental arts programming in schools. I have 
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reviewed numerous studies demonstrating that, in both direct instruction and arts 
integration programs, when the success factors are present the impact on academic 
success is measurable. Many studies that noted integration are focused on programs 
based during the school day and assign success not just as the positive impact on student 
outcomes but also the survival of the program. In a competitive funding environment the 
ability to justify a program’s presence and expense to public school districts, where the 
competition for funding as well as instructional time is steep, is essential. Therefore, this 
may be an important aspect in the survival of a program as well as benefit student 
outcomes in the specific integrated academic subjects but it is not included as a key 
success factor in the rubric since it has been shown that direct instructional programs are 
able to achieve the associated positive outcomes of arts education without providing 
academically integrated curriculum.  
FACTOR: INSTRUCTIONAL TIME  
 
Several of the most influential reports establishing the positive effects of arts 
education participation on students were headed by James S. Catterall and analyzed 
national data sets that contained information on a variety of factors beyond the arts in the 
student’s educational and social achievements over time. He divided the comparison 
groups he analyzed by low-arts and high-arts participants, showing that it is not just 
exposure to the arts but the amount of time spent practicing an art form or participating in 
arts learning that indicates the likelihood of the occurrence of the associated positive 
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outcomes. He assigned a point to each instance of arts participation, such as taking a 
dance class or participating in band and increased points for participation in a leadership 
role. He then defined the students whose high number of points placed them in the top 
quartile as high-arts participants. These points could come from an intense involvement 
in a single art form as well as from participation in a variety of different arts classes 
(Catterall 1999). Catterall does not make a direct definition of the amount of time his 
high-arts students spent participating in arts programming but the fact that they are in the 
top quartile based on his points system indicates that they devote a significant amount of 
time each week to arts study.  
Shirley Brice Heath found, in her study of low-income youth participants in 
afterschool programs, that those involved in arts centered programs demonstrated higher 
levels of academic achievement and civic engagement than those involved in afterschool 
programs centered on community service, athletics and academics. She also found that 
the amount of time students needed to participate was at least nine hours per week, or 
three hours a day for three days a week, in order to demonstrate the reported results 
(Heath 1998). Other studies did not venture to quantify a specific number of hours that 
should be dedicated to an arts practice but did show that the more time a student spends 
working in arts focused activities the greater the results (Bransom 2010: Catterall 1999: 
Woodworth 2007). For the purposes of this section of the rubric I will use the nine hours 
cited by Heath as the standard for meaningful participation. This is a significant time 
commitment both from student participants and the organizations providing the 
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programming but a student does not necessarily need to receive all of their instructional 
time from one provider.  
Under one scenario, a student may be offered one hour of music class weekly 
during the school day followed by marching band practice for two hours, two days a 
week after school and then participate in a youth orchestra rehearsal run by a community 
arts organization for two hours on Saturdays. They most likely will also practice their 
instrument on their own for two hours over the course of the week. This shows how 
important community organizations are in providing supplementary services to students 
in order to provide the nine hours of instructional time needed but that they most likely 
will not be able to provide all of it on their own. When you look at this student, if any of 
these three activities cease to exist, if music class is cut to provide more instructional time 
for NCLB testing subjects or the marching band budget is cut then the student is no 
longer meeting the quota.  
Arts programs clearly do not exist in a vacuum, so when we look at instructional 
time for a program it is essential to also map the other opportunities that program 
participants have to engage with the arts. In order for this to be allowed for in the rubric it 
is a two-part question: How many hours a week are students actively involved in the 
work of this program? How many hours are they involved in other arts programs, in-
school instruction as well as afterschool and community programs? These combined 
numbers should be at nine hours a week or more in order for the students to obtain the 
desired results. If it is not, an organization could look for other opportunities for their 
students outside of their program or invest in an expansion in order to meet this need. 
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FACTOR: HANDS-ON INVOLVEMENT 
 
In the previous example of the music student, I did not include the student 
attending a performance or watching a biographic film of a composer. These types of 
activities are beneficial as they give a context to the work a student is doing in music 
class, show the possibilities of a career in music, and grant a deeper appreciation and 
understanding of the art form. However, these are categorized as “see and reflect” 
activities rather than “make and do” activities. These “see and reflect” activities do have 
a place in a student’s arts education but have not been shown to contribute to the 
achievement of the positive outcomes that come from participating in hands-on arts 
education courses (Bransom 2010). Many programs offered by community partner 
organizations offer students the chance to see a performance and discuss it afterwards or 
to visit a museum, see paintings and sculptures, and reflect on what the saw (Bransom 
2010). Often, these programs were designed to supplement school-based instruction in 
the arts at a time when students receiving instruction was the standard and not the 
exception. They can play an important role by introducing an art form to a child and 
giving them a goal to reach towards but to actually achieve the desired positive outcomes 
an activity must engage the student in making work. A large part of what gives students 
who study the arts an advantage in academics is the “habits of mind” that they develop 
through an arts practice (Heath 1998). They learn how to try and fail and then try again 
each time they create a new work, play a new composition, or perform in a play. They see 
that the more work and practice they invest in their art form the better the result. It is not 
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hard to see the connection between these habits and improved grades, higher test scores 
and better attendance (Heath 1998). It is also clear that in order to obtain these habits the 
students must actually participate in the work of making art (Bransom 2010: Seidel 
2009). The rubric accounts for how many of the activity hours are spent with the students 
participating in the process of making their own art.  
FACTOR: STRONG SCHOOL-BASED ADVOCATES 
 
The school is the center of a student’s academic world and often their community. 
The majority of partnership programs take place during the school day or directly after 
school on school property or in a nearby community setting. These programs are intended 
to be part of an overall academic curriculum and that begins at the school. It is essential 
for the program to have an invested partner at each school they serve. A teacher, an 
administrator or a parent who will not only coordinate the logistics of the program within 
the school schedule but also advocate for time and funding allocations during planning 
and budgeting conversations. This person is key in communicating the needs and wants 
of the students and the school to the partner organization during the planning stages of a 
program as well as any issues that come up during the running of the program and should 
be involved in all stages of planning and implementation. It is essential for these 
programs to be attractive to students in addition to teachers and school administration in 
order to be effective (Bransom 2010). The school-based partner can help the partner 
organization determine what services they can provide that will be able to achieve this 
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important goal. A student or parent may not be able to easily reach the partner 
organization to communicate feedback but they should be able to speak with the school-
based partner easily and then have those thoughts relayed to the program director who 
can use them to improve their program. This section of the rubric asks about the presence 
of a school-based partner at each program site as well as the frequency and quality of 
communication between the school-based partner and the program head at the partner 
organization.  
FACTOR: ALIGNMENT WITH CURRICULUM STANDARDS 
 
Public school in America is based on a sequential curriculum that runs from 
kindergarten to high school graduation day allowing students to build on their learning 
from year to year. A student learns the alphabet in kindergarten so they can then learn to 
write words and sentences in first grade. The same holds true for learning in the arts. A 
ballet dancer must first learn the five basic positions before they can move on to dancing 
a whole phrase or choreographing their own work. The longer a student participates in 
the arts the higher their test scores and extended participation in a single art form brings 
with it a host of benefits (Bransom 2010: Catterall 1999). Unfortunately, due to the 
disparity of access to the arts in public schools, typically students are not learning the arts 
sequentially in the classroom throughout their academic careers (Stankiewicz 2001: 
Woodworth 2007).  
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This is a major issue when you look at the uncoordinated arts programs that are 
being provided by outside partner organizations. This is why it is important for programs 
to align what they are teaching with curriculum standards whenever possible. The 
students may be participating in arts programs with different organizations each year but 
if the programs align along the same standard curriculum students can still benefit from 
consistent, sequential instruction even when it is delivered by a variety of sources. The 
rubric must look at how the program aligns with the curriculum standards of the school 
district they serve, whether they provide programming after school or during the day, 
because in an environment where multiple programs serve the same students over the 
course of their education this is one of the best ways to guarantee a continuity in the 
curriculum they receive.  
FACTOR: EVALUATION 
 
As the research has shown, there are significant positive outcomes associated with 
arts education and each partner’s program aims to achieve at least some of these 
established outcomes. It is essential that programs evaluate if their methods and offerings 
are reaching these goals on a regular basis. Regular evaluation protocols are essential for 
determining if a program is effective and where there is room to improve and serve the 
students better. This prevents complacency and assists a community partner in staying 
focused on providing programming that achieves the desired outcomes. A program 
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without evaluation methods may find it difficult to maintain standards that achieve these 
goals.  
Currently, state and national funding for programs brings with it requirements to 
prove effectiveness at achieving the desired results and holds programs accountable for 
accomplishing positive outcomes with the instructional time they have with students. As 
noted previously, both funding and instructional time are hard-earned resources for arts 
education programs and therefore it has become increasingly important for programs to 
incorporate research, evidence gathering, and evaluations throughout the planning and 
implementation of their program in order to demonstrate the need for their services. This 
layered approach to evaluation, involving all the program stakeholders from participants 
to school administrators to program providers, has become the gold standard in 
evaluation (Burnaford 2007).  Beyond securing funding, evidence of success from 
program evaluation is necessary to influence overall educational policy that favors the 
work of arts partnerships (Burnaford 2007: Stankiewicz 2001). Evaluations need to come 
from program participants and teachers but also from the community partners providing 
the programs who have the insight to identify evidence of success and know where to 
concentrate their research and evaluations to measure the achievement of desired 
outcomes. These evaluations often bring to light issues that may not occur in the day to 
day operations of the program and allow a forum to receive structured, thoughtful 
feedback. The rubric includes a category for the presence of an evaluation as well as how 
meaningful and effectual is the evaluation method. It must look at how the evaluation is 
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tied to program goals as well as the ability of the evaluation to solicit truthful and helpful 
responses.  
RUBRIC OF SUCCESS FACTORS 
 
This rubric places a scale measurement on each of these success factors and their 
contributing qualities in order to quantify the overall potential to achieve the positive 
associated outcomes of arts education for any given supplementary program. The higher 
the score, the better equipped the program is to achieve the positive outcomes associated 
with arts education based on the research. Ideally, a program would use this rubric during 
the initial planning stages of a new program or as an evaluation of current programs. It 
may also be useful to funders to see the effectiveness of a potential grantee or for schools 
to narrow their selection to partner programs that can maximize positive outcomes by 
utilizing these proven success factors.  This is a simple baseline version of the rubric 
meant to serve all types of arts partnership programs. Individual programs could add 
sections specific to their art form or to the type of programming they provide since the 
final score is an average, adding more variables will not affect the ability to compare 
programs as long as any additional factors are supported by the existing research. This 
mainly evaluates the base elements of a program that should be clear even in the planning 
stages and not necessarily the actual quality of instruction, which is a more subjective 
measurement. Clearly, even with these factors if you have unqualified or disinterested 
instructors it would most likely be difficult to achieve positive outcomes (Seidel 2009). 
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However, it is likely that a program that has achieved these factors will also take care in 
selecting instructors. The presence of evaluation protocols and strong communication 
with a school-based partner should also illuminate any issues with an instructor quickly. 
So, while this rubric does not evaluate the quality of instruction it does account for 
factors that should support the presence of quality instruction. 
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RUBRIC FOR EVALUATING ARTS PARTNERSHIP PROGRAMS BETWEEN 
SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS 
 1 2 3 4 5 
Instructional Time:      
How many hours is 
programming 
provided weekly: 
Programming 
not provided 
on a weekly 
basis 
1-2 hours 3-5 hours 6-8 hours 9 + hours 
Score:       
How many hours are 
students involved in 
other arts instruction: 
No access to 
other 
programming 
1-2 hours 3-5 hours 6-8 hours 9 + hours 
Score:      
What is the duration 
of the program: 
One time 
event 
1 month 2 – 6 months Entire School 
Year 
Majority of 
school year/ 
Opportunity 
to continue 
for multiple 
years 
Score:       
Quality of Program/ 
Hands-On 
Involvement 
1 2 3 4 5 
Are students involved 
in practicing an art 
form 
No 25% of 
instructional 
time 
50 % of 
instructional 
time 
75% of 
instructional 
time 
100% of 
instructional  
time 
Score:      x 
Are students involved 
in creative decisions 
No 25% of 
instructional 
time 
50 % of 
instructional 
time 
75% of 
instructional 
time 
100% of 
instructional  
time 
Score:      
Are students given 
opportunities for 
leadership and to 
contribute to the 
direction of the work 
No 25% of 
instructional 
time 
50 % of 
instructional 
time 
75% of 
instructional 
time 
100% of 
instructional  
time 
Score:      
Students observe and 
reflect on art by 
others: 
100% of 
instructional 
time 
75% of 
instructional 
time 
50 % of 
instructional 
time 
25% of 
instructional 
time 
No 
Score:      
Alignment to 
Curriculum 
     
Program aligns with 
curriculum for the 
students they serve 
No 25% of 
instructional 
time 
50 % of 
instructional 
time 
75% of 
instructional 
time 
100% of 
instructional 
time 
Score:      
Strong Partners      
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Is there a person who 
is an advocate for the 
program at the school  
No Yes, there is a 
contact at the 
school 
Contact who is 
in regular 
communication 
with program 
leaders 
Contact who 
advocates for 
the program 
with school 
administratio
n 
There is a 
partner who 
advocates 
for the 
program and 
assists in 
program 
planning 
Score:      
How involved is the 
school partner in 
planning program 
offerings: 
Not at all Provides 
feedback 
when asked 
Gives feedback 
on initial 
program plan 
and completes 
end 
Involved in 
some 
planning and 
evaluations 
during the 
course of the 
program 
Involved in 
all planning 
and 
evaluations 
during the 
course of the 
program 
Score:      
How often do 
program leaders 
communicate with 
the school partner 
during the program 
year: 
Not at all During 
Evaluation 
During 
Planning and 
Evaluation 
Monthly Weekly 
Score:      
Evaluation      
Does the planning for 
the program include 
evaluation protocols: 
No Evaluation 
occurs as 
needed 
Evaluation 
occurs at the 
end of program 
Evaluation 
occurs at 
regular 
intervals 
during the 
program time 
Evaluation 
is fully 
integrated 
throughout 
the 
administrati
on of the 
program 
Score:      
Who is involved in 
the evaluation 
process: 
Program 
Administrator 
School 
Partner, 
Program 
Administrator 
School Partner, 
Teachers and 
Program 
Administrator 
Students, 
School 
Partner, 
Teachers, 
Program 
Administrator 
Parents, 
Students, 
School 
Partner, 
Instructors, 
teachers, 
Administrat
ors 
Score:      
Final Score:  
Sum of Scores/# of 
Questions = 
     
31 
 
CHAPTER 2: THE DELPHI PROJECT WITH PENNSYLVANIA BALLET: 
HISTORY AND BACKGROUND 
 
The Delphi Project, administered by the education department at Pennsylvania 
Ballet, will serve as a model of how a typical program could be analyzed using this base 
rubric. This program is a prime example of the types of partnerships that are occurring 
between community arts organizations and public schools across the country. This case 
study will examine the history of the program to see how these factors are planned for 
and naturally develop in the administration of a program. Then, looking at the program 
using the rubric as a guide, it will analyze the presence of these success factors in the 
current state of the program.  
PROGRAM OVERVIEW 
 
In 1996, Phil Juska, Pennsylvania Ballet’s director of outreach and education was 
beginning to plan an afterschool partnership with Morrison Elementary School and 
LaSalle University. At the same time the Delphi Foundation, the philanthropic arm of 
Reliance Standard Life Insurance Company, was looking to fund partnerships between 
Philadelphia-based arts organizations and local schools for their Delphi Project initiative. 
The Delphi Project aimed to serve middle school aged students (grades 5-8) attending 
inner-city schools by providing meaningful afterschool arts-based programs. So when 
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they approached Mr. Juska he already had the perfect project in mind. The program 
started by having the students learn and perform age appropriate versions of 
Shakespearean plays with dance elements that coincided with a ballet from the main 
company’s season. They would rehearse the production two days a week for several 
months with a culminating performance at La Salle University. The second year funding 
increased so they were able to add a second school to the project. This was the basic 
structure for programming for a number of years. When there was not an appropriate 
ballet in the season the schools designed their own performances gaining inspiration from 
their communities, schools, and significant cultural events but the productions always 
involved both a story element and a dance element.  
In 2005, Mr. Juska saw the film Mad, Hot Ballroom, a documentary about a 
program providing afterschool ballroom training in New York City’s elementary schools. 
This inspired him to shift the programming for the Delphi Project towards being purely 
dance focused in 2006. The Delphi Project now currently provides afterschool dance 
lessons in ballet, jazz and ballroom at three Philadelphia middle schools. 
PROGRAM CONTENT 
 
The Delphi Project’s programming currently serves approximately 80 students. 
The students take afterschool dance technique classes twice weekly for 18 weeks. They 
learn ballet, jazz, and ballroom technique, spending six weeks on each form. These 
classes culminate in a week of rehearsals and two performances involving all three 
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partner schools. Additionally, students in the program attend two dress rehearsals of the 
Pennsylvania Ballet main company where they are able to see that season’s productions 
as well as complete supplementary workbooks for each dress rehearsal they attend. The 
workbooks offer information on the production history, information about the 
choreographers and composers involved and opportunities for the students to analyze and 
respond to the production in writing. They feature content that coincides with 
Pennsylvania curriculum standards in reading and writing for various age groups.  In 
conference with the dance instruction a group of two to four students receive instruction 
in filming, editing and interviewing so they can document the program on film. This part 
of the program concludes with a series of small documentaries that are shown during the 
final production. The Delphi Project is funded by the Delphi Foundation and all 
participating students attend free of charge. 
DELPHI FOUNDATION 
 
This program, like many nonprofit programs, has both a funding partner and program 
partners. It is run through funding exclusively provided by the Delphi Foundation and 
therefore is beholden to providing programming that falls within the scope of their goals 
and objectives. The Delphi Foundation has very specific statutes for the community that 
they want to serve and the outcomes they aim to achieve. Their “objective is to promote 
educational improvement and academic achievement for middle school students who live 
in impoverished areas of Philadelphia” (Delphi Project). They aim to alleviate the 
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educational issues that occur within this demographic by sponsoring partnerships 
between select “Philadelphia middle schools and arts institutions to develop and support 
unique learning opportunities that motivate students and actively engage students, parents 
and community members in meaningful cultural and educational experiences. Specific 
desired outcomes of Delphi-supported projects include: 
- Increased academic achievement 
- Improved student attendance 
- Decreased incidents of disciplinary action, and 
- Increased parental and community involvement” (Delphi Project) 
These outcomes are in line with those that the success factors highlighted in the 
rubric have been shown to help program’s achieve. 
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CHAPTER 3: ANALYZING THE DELPHI PROJECT USING THE KEY 
SUCCESS FACTOR RUBRIC 
 
Now, using the rubric, we can analyze the presence of the proven success factors 
in the Delphi Project programming.  
Instructional Time: 1 2 3 4 5 
How many hours is 
programming provided 
weekly: 
Programming 
not provided on 
a weekly basis 
1-2 hours 3-5 hours 6-8 hours 9 + hours 
Score: 3   x   
How many hours are 
students involved in 
other arts instruction: 
No access to 
other 
programming/ 
unknown 
1-2 hours 3-5 hours 6-8 hours 9 + hours 
Score: 1 x     
What is the duration of 
the program: 
One time event 1-5 months 6 – 12 
months 
Entire 
School Year 
Majority of 
school year/ 
Opportunity to 
continue for 
multiple years 
Score: 5     x 
 
The Delphi Project provides a considerable amount of instructional time to the 
students involved in their program. They offer dance classes after school twice a week for 
approximately four hours of weekly instructional time. In addition, they also offer more 
time during the week of the student performance when you allow for rehearsal time and 
performances in addition to class. In the course of my research I have not been able to 
also conduct an inquiry as to the other arts opportunities that these students have for 
increasing their instructional time. 
The longevity of the project also goes a long way in scoring high for this success 
factor. Students take class for 18 weeks during the school year, six weeks in each dance 
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style so they are being given the time to immerse themselves deeply in dance. In addition, 
this program is offered for middle school students (5th through 8th grade) with no specific 
restrictions on the amount of times an individual participates. This means that a student 
could potentially participate in the program for four sequential years, a considerable 
length of time and continuity for a program provided by a community partner. 
Quality of Program/ 
Hands-On 
Involvement 
1 2 3 4 5 
Are students involved 
in practicing an art 
form 
No 25% of 
instructional 
time 
50 % of 
instructional 
time 
75% of 
instructional 
time 
100% of 
instructional  
time 
Score: 5     x 
Are students involved 
in creative decisions 
No 25% of 
instructional 
time 
50 % of 
instructional 
time 
75% of 
instructional 
time 
100% of 
instructional  
time 
Score: 4    x  
Are students given 
opportunities for 
leadership and to 
contribute to the 
direction of the work 
No 25% of 
instructional 
time 
50 % of 
instructional 
time 
75% of 
instructional 
time 
100% of 
instructional  
time 
Score: 3   x   
Students observe and 
reflect on art by others: 
100% of 
instructional 
time 
75% of 
instructional 
time 
50 % of 
instructional 
time 
25% of 
instructional 
time 
No 
Score: 4    x  
 
The Delphi Project trains the students in dance technique with similar instruction 
to what a student would receive in private dance training classes. The majority of their 
time in the program is spent actually practicing dance. They then use the skills they have 
learned in a culminating performance for their peers, parents, and program participants 
from other schools. This final performance gives them a final product to work towards, 
teaching them about achieving results through hard work and practice and the 
performance gives them the opportunity to take a risk by performing in front of many 
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people. They also attend dress rehearsals of Pennsylvania Ballet’s main stage 
productions, which gives them a clear context for the work that they are doing in the 
afterschool classes. This is an ideal pairing with the majority of instructional time being 
hands-on but also giving the students access to viewing professional performances in a 
theater setting in order to put their own artistic practice in context. The nature of dance is 
that once a student understands the movement vocabulary and the choreography then they 
are able to insert their own creative ideas into their interpretation of the movement. 
Additionally, some teachers may involve the students in choreographing movement 
phrases that can be incorporated into the final performances.  
Alignment to Curriculum 1 2 3 4 5 
Program aligns with curriculum 
for the students they serve 
No 25% of 
instructional 
time 
50 % of 
instructional 
time 
75% of 
instructional 
time 
100% of 
instructional 
time 
Score: 4    x  
 
The Delphi Project programming is offered afterschool and because of this they 
do not have the same pressure to adhere as strictly to state curriculum standards as 
programs during the school day. However, since the Delphi Project offers students 
instruction in dance techniques, the curriculum is appropriate for the age and skill level of 
the students based on general standards of dance pedagogy. An additional challenge in 
aligning this type of instruction to curriculum standards is that many students have not 
received curriculum-aligned instruction prior to joining this program. Often, students 
have not received any dance instruction so the teachers must look at providing instruction 
that aligns with their current skill level rather than standards based on the students’ grade 
level. The nature of dance instruction also allows for a skilled teacher to modify the 
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activities and instruction to fit a variety of levels so they can provide engaging instruction 
for students who are participating in the program for their first or fourth year. There have 
been students who have been able to gain acceptance as dance majors to CAPA, the 
Philadelphia public arts high school, having only received dance training from the Delphi 
Project. While anecdotal, this does show that the student participants are being prepared 
for the next sequential stage of work in the art form.  
Strong Partners 1 2 3 4 5 
Is there a person who 
is an advocate for the 
program at the school  
No Yes, there 
is a contact 
at the 
school 
Contact who is 
in regular 
communication 
with program 
leaders 
Contact who 
advocates for 
the program 
with school 
administration 
There is a 
partner who 
advocates for the 
program and 
assists in 
program 
planning 
Score: 5    x  
How involved is the 
school partner in 
planning program 
offerings: 
Not at 
all 
Provides 
feedback 
when asked 
Gives feedback 
on initial 
program plan 
and completes 
end of year 
evaluations 
Involved in 
some planning 
and 
evaluations 
during the 
course of the 
program 
Involved in all 
planning and 
evaluations 
during the course 
of the program 
Score: 4   x   
How often do 
program leaders 
communicate with 
the school partner 
during the program 
year: 
Not at 
all 
During 
Evaluation 
During 
Planning and 
Evaluation 
Monthly Weekly 
Score: 5     x 
 
One of the most important factors in the success of the Delphi Project, as identified 
by Mr. Juska, is having effective partners at the school who advocate for the program and 
advise on effective strategies to reach program goals while working within the confines 
of a school administration. Communication with school-based partners and its effect on 
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program offerings was a constant topic in my discussions with him. These partners can be 
parents, teachers or administrators but they are essential to being able to achieve results 
in a school and community organization partnership. He has noted that each school that 
hosts the Delphi Project has a very involved and supportive partner. These partners have 
worked to bring the program to the school, often emerging as strong potential partners 
during other programs run by Pennsylvania Ballet. One such partner impressed Mr. Juska 
with her feedback and the supplementary activities she planned for her students when 
they participated in Pennsylvania Ballet’s dress rehearsal program. He received an 
opportunity to add another school to the program and chose to work with this teacher’s 
school based on this former positive experience.  
He solicits feedback from these partners at the schools during the logistics phase, 
during planning, as well as at the end of each service year. He also keeps the lines of 
communication open during the program so he can receive immediate feedback and 
address issues as soon as they occur. One such example was when he began noticing a 
number of students not coming to classes or dropping out during the winter season, not a 
typical issue with the program. Once he spoke with his school-based partner he 
discovered that many parents did not want their children participating at that time 
because, due to the time of year, it was getting dark earlier and they did not feel it was 
safe for their children to walk home or travel on public transportation after dark. They 
were able to explore alternative methods and times of delivering the program with the 
input of the school-based partner and parents in order to continue to provide the 
opportunity to the students who were involved. The effective communication between 
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Mr. Juska and his school-based partner allowed them to solve the issue immediately 
rather than waiting for an end of year evaluation that may have highlighted the issue and 
fixed the problem for future students but still have lost the opportunity for the current 
participants to benefit from the program.  
Evaluation 1 2 3 4 5 
Does the 
planning for the 
program include 
evaluation 
protocols: 
No Evaluation 
occurs as 
needed 
Evaluation 
occurs at the 
end of 
program 
Evaluation 
occurs at 
regular 
intervals 
during the 
program time 
Evaluation is 
fully 
integrated 
throughout the 
administration 
of the program 
Score: 3   x   
Who is involved 
in the evaluation 
process: 
Program 
Administrator 
School 
Partner, 
Program 
Administrator 
School 
Partner, 
Teachers and 
Program 
Administrator 
Students, 
School 
Partner, 
Teachers, 
Program 
Administrator 
Parents, 
Students, 
School 
Partner, 
Instructors, 
teachers, 
Administrators 
Score: 3  x    
 
The Delphi Project incorporates an end of year evaluation that is based off of the 
goals and outcomes for the program. This form is distributed to the program partners who 
complete it using their opinions on student improvement and how well the program 
achieved its goals and outcomes. It mainly consists of 1-5 ratings based on the level at 
which the partner believes the program met its desired goals and outcomes. The 
evaluation form asks for ratings of learner outcomes such as how well the students 
understand the different dance techniques they studied in the program as well as if they 
were able to work collaboratively and learn choreography for the performance. The 
evaluation also addresses secondary outcomes, inquiring about improved academic 
performance, behavior, attendance, and social skills that the teachers attribute to 
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participation in the program. This helps Mr. Juska translate outcomes into a quantifiable 
number for his year-end grant reporting. There are also open answer questions that solicit 
suggestions for changes or improvements to the programs as well as inquire about 
additional observed learner outcomes and strengths and weaknesses of the program. This 
feedback often draws Mr. Juska’s attention to issues that may not have occurred during 
his regular conversations with partners, for example one year the feedback noted issues 
with the bus company that students were using to attend the dress rehearsals at the 
theater. This feedback led to the program changing bus providers. This may seem like a 
small issue but being able to transport the students safely and efficiently to the theater is 
clearly an important factor in the logistics of running this type of program.  
This type of evaluation involving school partners has been essential in the growth 
and success of the program. Originally, the program only offered instruction once a week 
but for a longer period of time. In their evaluation several school partners suggested that 
it would be more effective to concentrate the instruction by offering classes more often 
but for a shorter duration. This led the program to alter its structure to the twice-weekly 
class schedule it has now. As the research has shown, the more time students spend 
engaging in arts instruction weekly, the greater the positive effects. This is a strong 
example of the use of evaluation in strengthening a program’s effectiveness. The Delphi 
Project could improve on its evaluation methods by involving more stakeholders and 
administering formal evaluations more frequently during programming. However, Mr. 
Juska has established strong relationships with his school partners and therefore does 
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receive informal feedback throughout each program year which is most likely why he has 
not felt the need to incorporate additional formal evaluations. 
Final 
Score:  
43/12 
= 3.58 
     
 
This final score reflects the fact that the Pennsylvania Ballet’s Delphi Project 
excels in achieving many of the key factors but could still improve by shifting aspects of 
the administration of their program to better achieve the desired outcomes associated with 
arts education. The rubric allows one to see the strengths and weaknesses of the program 
very quickly.  
The Delphi Project does a good job providing frequent instruction that can be 
engaged in relatively long term compared to many other programs. The program content 
allows student to engage in creating art and gives them the opportunity to work towards 
the longer-term goal of the end of program performance. They have strong program 
partnerships and have built long-term relationships with the schools that they serve which 
allows for steady feedback and gives them the ability to design a program that appeals to 
its participants.  
The areas where they scored lower were in regards to formal evaluation as well as 
achieving the highest levels of instructional time. It can be difficult for program partners 
and arts administrators to take the time for more formal evaluations when simultaneously 
tasked with running multiple programs and managing classrooms. Mr. Juska has a strong 
informal feedback system already in place with his school-based partners and so may not 
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feel an urgency to establish more formal evaluation protocols. However, it has been 
shown to improve outcomes as well as help to grow support for arts education and so it 
would most likely benefit the program to add more formal evaluations throughout the 
program year. Unfortunately, I was not able to track the other arts education opportunities 
that existed for the students at the schools that were served by the Delphi Project during 
the time of my inquiry. This hurts the score even though the Delphi Project does offer 
classes for four hours per week during their program sessions, which is a relatively large 
time commitment for a supplementary program. However, many Philadelphia schools 
may receive all their arts instruction from outside partners so, depending on the other 
programming at the schools they serve, the Delphi Project could consider expanding its 
programming to occur three days a week for three hours if there is demand or use their 
connections to other community arts organizations and funders to look into additional 
opportunities for the students to engage in supplementary arts programming offered by 
other community partners. 
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CONCLUSION 
 
The benefits of quality arts instruction’s inclusion in a student’s overall education 
have been proven through a significant number of research studies, acknowledged by 
teachers, students and community partners and have earned the arts a place in the core 
curriculum as defined by the national education legislation No Child Left Behind. In spite 
of this seeming consensus, public schools have struggled to provide students with access 
to arts education with any consistency due to restrictions in budgets and limited 
instructional time. This clear need for the arts in education coupled with the public 
education systems failure to provide access for all students has driven nonprofit arts 
organizations to bridge the gap. However, some partner organizations may struggle, due 
to their own limitations and those of the schools they serve, to provide programming that 
contains the key contributing factors necessary to achieve the positive outcomes 
associated with arts education. Unfortunately, many schools and districts may be faced 
with offering no arts education to their students or engaging an outside partner 
organization to provide programming. This environment can contribute to programs 
being welcomed into schools that may not be feature the type of instruction that has been 
shown to deliver the positive results that are the goal when offering these programs.  
My survey of current research showed that successful partner arts programs: offer 
a significant amount of instructional time weekly, are sustained over time, engage 
students in creating art, have strong school-based partners, and involve meaningful 
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evaluation protocols. The Delphi Project has been providing arts instruction to students in 
Philadelphia for over 15 years and has received very positive feedback and evaluations 
from their school partners and continued funding. They clearly provide a well 
administered, quality arts partnership program and are providing a great service to the 
students they teach. However, as we can see from their score on the rubric of success 
factors, this program still does not fully meet the goals necessary to impact student’s 
learning at the highest level. This shows that while this program has many of the success 
factors that have been shown to create positive outcomes it still cannot provide a 
student’s full education in the arts on its own. It is important that community partner 
programs are seen as supplements to regular classroom instruction rather than as a 
replacement unless they are able to demonstrate the presence of all the essential success 
factors. Most community arts organizations have diverse priorities and do not have the 
capacity to provide instruction that completely meets these key factors unless that is their 
full mission. Additionally, as the research has shown schools are not providing enough 
instructional time to meet these factors on their own. It is likely required that both 
methods contribute to the educational opportunities for students in order to meet the need 
in the current educational landscape. 
 This is why I chose to embark on designing the success factor rubric as a simple 
tool in determining the likelihood of success and level of quality of a program. The hope 
is that a student receiving arts instruction from an outside partner, who may not have the 
oversight given to a classroom teacher, will still be receiving the type of instruction that 
has the greatest potential to improve their academic and social achievement. Holding all 
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programs to a standard that has been proven successful we can move closer to providing 
quality arts instruction for all students whether it is taught by a classroom teacher, a 
teaching artist, a community partner, or all three.  
This is a wide topic with many opportunities for further research. This rubric 
simply addresses the factors that are clear in a program’s design and administration. 
There are other studies that delve further into the quality of teaching and program content 
that could further inform protocols for evaluating the potential for success of any given 
program. Additionally, this rubric could be used not just to analyze individual programs 
but as an added layer to mapping access to the arts. It could be informative to the 
question not just of access to programming but to quality programming as many studies 
have identified discrepancies in the level of quality for programming offered to students 
from different socio-economic backgrounds and regions.  
 It is essential to look at the quality of the programs that community arts 
partners are offering students to ensure that they have the ability to deliver the promised 
results of arts education. This rubric is just a small part of determining the likely success 
of a program but can hopefully help guide arts partners and the communities they serve 
towards engaging in programs that work. This small step towards standard protocols, 
instead of the current disparate practices of arts partner programs, could truly aid in 
accomplishing the goal of equal access to quality arts education for all students. 
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